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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 7, 14-16, 27,28, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bamji (6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853). 

Referring to claims 1 , 14, 27, 28, and 36 Bamji shows a system that has a light 
source (figure 4 Ref. 220), a first image sensor (figure 4), and a second image sensor 
(figure 4). Sapia teaches a system that will use two stages of deconvolution to create a 
three- dimensional image data set (column 13 lines 15-45). Using a deconvolution 
process as taught by Sapia it would have been obvious to create a point spread function 
using multiframe blind deconvolution and then create two or more two-dimensional 
slices using a second deconvolution step and combining the multiple two-dimensional 
slices as taught by Sapia (column 13 lines 15-45). 

Referring to claims 15 and 16 it would have been obvious to alter Bamji to 
include a method for storing two or more two dimensional image slices upon modifying 
Bamji to include the deconvolution method taught by Sapia. 

Referring to claim 35 it would be obvious to alter the first image sensor of Bamji 
to be able to produce two or more two-dimensional images upon modifying Bamji to 
include the deconvolution process as taught by Sapia. 
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Claims 2-4,18, 33, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bamji (6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Torunoglu (2002/0114531). 

Referring to claims 2, 3, and 18 Torunoglu shows a second light source that is a 
laser directed to a target (column 6). It would have been obvious to further modify 
Bamji to include the second light source that is a laser to increase the probability that 
the light receivers will receive light reflected from the target. It would have been obvious 
to further modify Bamji to include a laser because this is a common light source and 
direct it at the target. 

Referring to claim 4 Torunoglu shows a second light source that is a laser 
(column 6). It would have been obvious to use laser can be quasi-coherent or 
temporally coherent, coherent, or incoherent because these are all well known types of 
lasers. 

Referring to claim 33 and 34 Torunoglu shows a light source that is a laser 
(column 6). It would have been obvious to use laser can be quasi-coherent or 
temporally coherent, coherent, or incoherent because these are all well known types of 
lasers. 

Claims 5-7 and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bamji (6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Nelson (6288974). 

Referring to claims 5 and 6 Nelson shows a deconvolution function that is done 
by a processor (column 5 lines 15-30). It would have been obvious to further modify 
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Bamji to include the deconvolution process done by a processor because this reduces 
the probability of human error doing mathematical computations. 

Referring to claim 7 it would have been obvious if one were to include the 
combination of two dimensional slices taught in Sapia that they would also have a 
processor as taught by Nelson combine the two dimensional. 

Referring to claim 29-32 it would have been obvious if one were to include the 
combination of the point spread function, the multiframe blind deconvolution, the 
deconvolution to determined the two dimensional image slices, and means for 
combining the slices taught in Sapia that they would also have a processor as taught by 
Nelson determine combination of the point spread function, the multiframe blind 
deconvolution, the deconvolution to determined the two dimensional image slices, and 
means for combining the slices. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Carlson (5659413). 

Carlson shows a laser that is directed by a laser beam director (column 16 line 
30-45). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the laser beam 
director because a beam director is a common and efficient means to direct a laser 
beam. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Housand (6359681). 
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Housand shows a laser that has an active medium made of ND:YAG (column 8 
lines 50-65). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the ND:YAG 
laser taught in Housand because this is a common type of laser used. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Oraevsky (6309352). 

Oraevsky shows a fluence that is between 0.1 and 100 Joules per pulse (column 
5 lines 30-60). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the limited 
pulse Joules amount as taught by Oraevsky because this limits the amount of energy 
used by the light source. 

Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bamji (6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of McLean (H1783). 

Referring to claims 1 1 and 12 McLean shows a pulse width of .5 nanoseconds 
(column 2 lines 50-65). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include a 
pulse width that was .5 nanoseconds because this sets a limit for modulation purposes. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Hutson (5455806). 

Hutson shows a method for compression is operable to receive compress and 
transmit two or more pulses (column 1 lines 15-45). It would have been obvious Jo 
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further modify Bamji to include the compression taught in Hutson because the 
compression of data will make it easier to save data to a medium. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Shirai (2001/0050764). 

Shirai shows a light sensor receiving sunlight though atmospheric turbulence 
(column 13). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the received 
sunlight from an object because this intensifies the light received from the object. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Cohen (5784492). 

Cohen shows a deconvolution that has priori knowledge of the point spread 
function (column 2 lines 15-45). It would have been obvious to further modify Hamji to 
include the priori knowledge taught by Cohen because this allows transmission of non- 
redundant information. 

Claim 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bamji (6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Li (5602934) 

Referring to claims 22 and 23 Li calculates a noiseless image of a target and 
gradients, of noiseless image (column 3 and column 4). It would have been obvious to 
further modify Bamji to include the noiseless target and gradient of target as taught in Li 
because this increases the accuracy of the image. 
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Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
DuBruco (5231281). 

DuBruco teaches a system that uses a sieve (column 24 lines 45-65). It would 
have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the sieve as taught by DuBruco to 
because it creates the right color in ever unit of pixels. 

Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bamji 
(6580496) in view of Sapia (6166853) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kracutner (6130641). 

Kracutner shows a first sensor that is a time of arrival sensor (column 2 lines 1 5- 
45). It would have been obvious to further modify Bamji to include the time of arrival 
sensor as taught by Kracutner because this allows for a simple way to determine what 
time the signal was received to determine parameters of the target. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 20, 21 , 24, and 26 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Luke D. Ratcliffe whose telephone number is 571-272- 
31 10. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Tarcza can be reached on 571-272-6979. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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